APPENDIX 1 

SUMMARY OF REPERSENTATIONS RECEIVED ON THE APPLICATION
1.1 Representations have been received from the following parties:-

· William Rennie MP, 1 High Street, Dunfermline

· A W J and D A Broome, Solsgirth Home Farm, Dollar, FK14 7NZ

· M E Marsden, Park House, 3 Chapel Place, Dollar

· Mr and Mrs Travers, Eastfield Farm, Saline, KY12 9LW

· John Wallace, 2 Nursery Cottages, Solsgirth, FK14 7NB

· Mr I and Mrs C Cuthbertson, Thornyhill, Saline, KY12 9UG

· Russel and Aitken on behalf of the firm J and W Cuthbertson of West Saline Farm

· G E Jenkinson, 19 Strachan Crescent, Dollar

· Mr R Fitzpatrick, Little Saline Croft, Saline, KY12 9YG

· Mr and Mrs Scullion, Tigh Darroch, Newhall Farm, Dollar, FK14 7NE

· Dollar Civic Trust

· Fossoway and District Community Council (which covers the Blairingone area)

· Colin Hamilton, 19 Princes Crescent, Dollar

1.2 In addition, a petition containing 29 signatures has been received objecting to the application.  The addresses of the signatories include residents in Dollar (4), Saline (20) and Steelend (2).  The main concern highlighted related to road safety.


1.3 The main issues raised by individual objectors can be summarised as follows:-

(a) The proposals would have an adverse impact on road safety on the surrounding road network.  There is concern about the number of serious accidents.  Comment: This is discussed at Paragraphs 4.1 and 7.13  of the report.

(b) The principle of residential development at the site is not supported by the Local Plan and a new settlement would raise strategic issues which should be referred to the Scottish Ministers.  Comment: The Development Plan position is discussed  in Sections 6.0 and 7.0 of the report.  We have concluded that there is no requirement to notify Scottish Ministers about the principle of residential development.

(c) The proposal would constitute over intensification of the site and would not respect but detract from the character and visual amenity of the area.  Comment: The proposals have been amended to reflect these and the Service’s concerns relating to the form and design of the houses originally proposed and their impact on the character of the area.  The finalisation of the layout, landscaping framework, design brief and implementation based on the revised Design Framework and Philosophy documents would be covered by the Section 75 Agreement and would be expected to achieve a standard that would respect and integrate with the character of the surrounding countryside.

(d) The proposed helipad and facilities would have an adverse impact on the amenity of the area and farming activities and the tourist attraction element would be unlikely to be sustained.  More suitable sites may exist and the encouragement of air travel would not be sustainable.  Comment: these issues have been considered in paragraphs 4.2 and 7.11 of the main report.  The specialist advice received by the Service has concluded that the noise impact could be satisfactorily mitigated.  The elements  of the helicopter business are considered to be viable and sustainable although the business would rely on enabling development to establish at the site. 

(e) The development would have an adverse impact on existing wildlife and could pollute watercourses during and after construction.  Comment: This is considered in paragraph 7.14 of the main report.  However, subject to the proposed conditions and plans, the development would adequately safeguard existing natural heritage interests and secure future positive management to enhance the biodiversity value of the site.

(f) The development could undermine existing farming activities by introducing residential development close to existing farming activities and associated impacts such as working hours, activity, odour and vermin control.  Comment: The introduction of new housing and the associated helipad operation could potentially affect or be affected by existing farming activities.  However, given the proposed landscape framework for the site incorporating structural planting along main boundaries, the topography of the site, the advice from the independent noise consultant and the proposed operation of the business it is not considered that the development would be incompatible with farming activities..

(g) There would be no local benefits from the development.  Comment: The development would remediate and restore a large area of derelict and vacant land which would otherwise be unlikely to occur and would create employment opportunities which would benefit the surrounding area.

(h) The proposed foul drainage would be inadequate and advice should be sought on the safety of building on the former settlement ponds.  Comment: These issues would be addressed at the building warrant stage.  However, it is considered that these issues could be satisfactorily addressed by the applicant.


(i) The development would set an unwelcome precedent for other similar developments.  Comment:  Given the site specific condition and history of the site and the exceptional circumstances in relation to emerging Structure Plan policy, it is not considered that the approval of the application would set an undesirable precedent.

(j) The development would exacerbate the strain on parking provision in Dollar village arising from residents using the local services and the developer should contribute to improving provision in the town.  Comment: It is not considered that the direct impact of the development on parking demand in Dollar would be such to justify any contribution or measures by the applicant.
